




























CITY OF RANCHO PALOS VERDES 
CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE 

ADMINISTRATION 14 August 2013 

Ray Frew, President 
Green Hills Memorial Park 
27501 Western Ave. 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 

SUBJECT: Navy Recruitment for San Pedro Facility Restoration Advisory Board 
Members 

For several years, the Department of the Navy has been conducting environmental 
investigations at locations within the Defense Fuel Support Point (DFSP) San Pedro 
(i.e., the Navy fuel depot on North Gaffey Street), and at the former Palos Verdes and 
San Pedro Navy housing areas. Environmental investigations within the former Navy 
housing areas have been addressed through the Navy Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) Office's Environmental Restoration Program (ERP), and environmental sites 
within the DFSP facility have been addressed as part of the Navy's Installation 
Restoration Program (IRP). In the summer of 1994, the Navy established a Restoration 
Advisory Board (RAB) for all of the IRP sites at DFSP San Pedro. 

The DFSP San Pedro RAB now meets twice each year to review the progress and 
status of the IRP on non-BRAC DFSP San Pedro sites. The RAB concerning the BRAC 
portion of the DFSP San Pedro facility (i.e., the former Navy housing sites) has been 
adjourned since those sites have already received regulatory approval for closure. 

The City has been advised that applications are now being sought for RAB 
membership, and community members will elect a new permanent RAB Community Co
Chair (a position last held by a Rolling Hills Riviera resident, the late Gil Alberio). RAB 
members are expected to serve a 2-year term and attend the semiannual RAB 
meetings. Duties and responsibilities will include reviewing and commenting on 
technical documents and activities associated with the environmental restoration- at the 
Navy's DFSP San Pedro Facility. Members will be expected to act as a liaison for 
information exchange between the community and the RAB. 

The City encourages stakeholders in the Eastview area to consider becoming members 
of the RAB. If you are interested in the Community Co-Chair role and/or RAB 
membership in general, please contact the Navy's RAB public outreach coordinator 
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Kellie Freeman at (619) 272-7217 or via email at Kel/ie.Freeman@ch2m.com. A copy 
of the RAB membership application form is also enclosed. The next RAB meeting is 
tentatively scheduled for Wednesday, February 12, 2014, at 6:00 PM at DFSP San 
Pedro. 

Please feel free to distribute this information to your colleagues, and thank you very 
much for your interest in serving your community. 

Sincerely, 

fr+ 
Kit Fox. AICP 

Senior Administrative Analyst 

enclosure 

M:\Border lssues\San Pedro Facility Restoration Advisory Board\20130814_GreenHillsMemorialPark_RABRecruitment.docx 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2013-53 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO 
PALOS VERDES, OPPOSING THE CURRENT, 830-UNIT PROPOSAL 
FOR THE PONTE VISTA PROJECT AT THE FORMER SAN PEDRO 
NAVY HOUSING SITE AT 26900 WESTERN AVENUE IN THE CITY OF 
LOS ANGELES, AND RECOMMENDING THAT THE PROJECT BE 
REDESIGNED TO FURTHER REDUCE ITS OVERALL RESIDENTIAL 
DENSITY AND TO INCORPORATE A GREATER PERCENTAGE OF 
TRADITIONAL, DETACHED SINGLE~FAMILY (I.E., "R-1") HOMES 

WHEREAS, since its closure in the late 1990s, the City of Rancho Palos Verdes 
has monitored, commented upon and participated as a stakeholder in the development 
of plans for the reuse of the former San Pedro Navy housing site at 26900 Western 
Avenue in the City of Los Angeles; and, · 

WHEREAS, the Rancho Palos Verdes City Council was appreciative of the 
inclusion of several Rancho Palos Verdes residents on the Ponte Vista Community 
Advisory Committee in 2007 when the original 2,300-unit proposal for the site was 
under consideration; and, 

WHEREAS, the Rancho Palos Verdes City Council went on record as supporting 
the recommendations of the Ponte Vista Community Advisory Committee, which 
rejected a revised 1,950-unit proposal and affirmed the current R-1 zoning and density 
for the property, believing that these recommendations were reflective of the desires of 
the majority of residents who live near the Ponte Vista site; and, 

WHEREAS, the Rancho Palos Verdes City Council was subsequently pleased to 
learn that the Los Angeles Planning Staff and City Planning Commission ultimately 
recommended denial of the project in 2009, including recommendations for an un-gated 
community with a mix of housing types at an overall density that was more comparable 
with those of surrounding neighborhoods; and, 

WHEREAS, the Rancho Palos Verdes City Council believes that the eventual 
redevelopment of the former San Pedro Navy housing site for residential purposes is in 
the best interest of the cities of Los Angeles and Rancho Palos Verdes and their 
respective residents in that it would remove a blighted, obsolete land use from the site; 
provide new home ownership opportunities in the Los Angeles Harbor area; provide 
construction jobs and support for local businesses in both Los Angeles and Rancho 
Palos Verdes; and contribute to the revitalization of the Western Avenue corridor; and, 

WHEREAS, the Rancho Palos Verdes City Council has considered the project 
proponent's current, 830-unit Ponte Vista proposal, including the review of the project's 
Environmental Impact Report, draft specific plan and related development entitlements 
(City of Los Angeles Case Nos. CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP, VTT-71886-MU and 
ENV-2005-4516-EIR). 



NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF RANCHO PALOS 
VERDES DOES HEREBY FIND, DETERMINE, AND RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1 : The City Council remains concerned about the impact of the 
proposed project upon emergency access along Western Avenue, which is the only 
point of ingress/egress for this project and for thousands of existing residents in 
surrounding neighborhoods in Rancho Palos Verdes and San Pedro. 

Section 2: Based upon our decades-long experience with school circulation 
patterns in the project area, the assumption that middle-school students residing at 
Ponte Vista will desire (or even be permitted) to walk to Dodson Middle School is 
unrealistic. As such, the City Council believes that traffic impacts upon the Rolling Hills 
Riviera neighborhood surrounding the school have not been adequateiy or accurately 
addressed. 

Section 3: Even with the developer's last-minute offer of some limited public 
open space within the Ponte Vista project, the City Council believes that the City's 
Eastview Park will experience increased demand and wear-and-tear as a result of the 
project, which will not be mitigated or offset by the payment of Quimby fees to the City 
of Los Angeles. 

Section 4: Although the project's traffic study concludes that adverse project 
impacts can be fully mitigated, the City Council is concerned that some of these 
proposed mitigation measures along Western Avenue will be unacceptable to our City 
and/or CalTrans, thereby resulting in significant adverse traffic impacts that will not be 
mitigated to an insignificant level. As an example, we are informed that CalTrans will 
not permit the proposed signalization of the intersection of Western Avenue and Fitness 
Drive. 

Section 5: The Final EIR rejects as infeasible several project alternatives that 
have lower residential density; include a greater mix of residential and non-residential 
uses; and/or conform to the existing zoning of the site, on the basis (at least in part) that 
such alternatives are financially infeasible. However, this is a condition that the City 
Council believes that the surrounding community is not obligated to accept as a 
rationale for maximizing the currently developer's profit due to the unrealistically high 
price paid for the property by previous developers. 

Section 6: For all of the reasons articulated above, the City Council opposes 
the current, 830-unit Ponte Vista project. 

Section 7: The City Council recommends redesigning the Ponte Vista project 
to further reduce its overall residential density and to incorporate a greater percentage 
of traditional, detached single-family (i.e., "R-1") homes than are provided under the 
current, 830-unit proposal. 
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Section 8: The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution, and 
shall cause this Resolution to be transmitted to the City of Los Angeles ·for inclusion as 
a part of the administrative record of the Ponte Vista project (City of Los Angeles Case 
Nos. CPC-2012-2558-GPA-ZC-SP, VTT-71886-MU and ENV-2005-4516-EIR). 

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 5th day of August 2013. 

Attest: 

Isl Carla Morreale 
City Clerk 

State of California ) 
County of Los Angeles ) ss 
City of Rancho Palos Verdes ) 

Isl Susan Brooks 
Mayor 

I, Carla Morreale, City Clerk of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, hereby certify that the 
above Resolution No. 2013-53 was duly and regularly passed and adopted by the said 
City Council at a regular meeting thereof held on August 6, 2013. 

; Ii 
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Statement by Dennis Caval!ari. owner's Representative. iStar Financial 
Citv Council. City of Rancho Palos Verdes 

August 6. 2013 

On behalf of the ownership of Ponte Vista, iStar Financial, I want to think the Mayor and members of the 
City Council for giving me an opportunity to briefly discuss the proposed new Ponte Vista residential 

project. 

As you know, the Ponte Vista project is proposed for 26900 Western Avenue in the City of Los Angeles, 
across from Green Hills memorial park. The current project is proposed for 830 residential units, 
including nearly 50% of the site area dedicated to single-family homes. 

Many of you here tonight are aware that this project has been through several major design iterations 
since 2006, when Ponte Vista was first introduced to the public. Today, Ponte Vista is owned by iStar 
Financial, a'nd the project being considered by the City of Los Angeles is completely different from the 
ultra-dense project proposed by Bob Bisno. When iStar took ownership of the project in 2010, they 

began the process of completely re-evaluating every part of the project. They hired new architecture 
and planning teams, and started over with a new EIR and a new traffic study. 

Much had been written and said about the previous plans submitted by the previous developer. Today 
represents a new day and a new way. In many ways, iStar had the benefit of hindsight and was able to 
review the comments that had taken place previously-from the recommendations of the City of Los 
Angeles Planning staff, to comments on the previous EIR, to feedback from the Council office and the 

broader community, including our neighbors to the west in Rancho Palos Verdes. 

The project team listened to the community in designing this new residential plan and released a plan 
that conforms with the overall density, number of units, and open space recommended for this site by 
the Los Angeles City Planning Commission. The new plan for Ponte Vista proposes only one-third the 
number of homes of previous projects-830 units versus over 2,200. In the new plan, half of the site 
will be devoted to single-family homes. There will be 208 single-family homes on the upper (northern) 
portion of the site. There will also be significant open space at Ponte Vista that has been designed to 
encourage outdoor recreation at the site for people of all ages, and which will be open to the entire 
community, including residents, neighbors, and visitors. 

The project has been consciously designed to reflect the adjacent uses around the property. As you can 
see, the site is surrounded by different uses including Mary Star of the Sea High School, Navy land, 
Western Avenue and high-density condos at the southern end of the project. The goal of the 
architecture team was to blend Ponte Vista in with its surroundings wherever possible. So, with that in 
mind, the project is designed to 'step down' from the adjacent high-density condominiums at Seaport 

Village and Casa Verde, into a lower-density condominium project, and then transition into even lower
density townhomes and single-family homes. 

For those wedded to the idea of a single-family home-only option, that was never envisioned for this 
site by the City of Los Angeles. Such a project will not be considered by the City of Los Angeles. 



.. 

Guidance from the Planning Department and Planning Commission has been for us to provide a range of 
household sizes from single family homes to townhomes to condominiums with a variety of floor plans 
and sizes to meet different needs and budgets. In fact, in 2009, the Planning Commission recommended 
that the site conform to a low medium residential density designation, which we have been able to 
accomplish throughout the site with the proposed specific plan under consideration. At 830 units, we 
are comfortably within the range of 775-886 units recommended for the site by the Planning 

Commission and Planning Staff. 

The Specific Plan lays out detailed guidelines for the zoning of each product type, as well as the design of 
the homes, building heights, setbacks from the street and other design features. The Specific Plan·binds 
the project at 830 units and prevents this developer or any future owner from seeking a density bonus 
at Ponte Vista. 

Despite a lower density project, we are committed to designing and building a high quality residential 
neighborhood, one that fits into the existing community and responds to the market demands for 
housing on the Peninsula. The project includes substantial open space amenities including nearly 24 
acres of open space with a 5-acre walking trail, and nearly 4 acres of publicly-accessible open space 
along the Mary Star of the Sea road. 

I understand from reading the draft resolution that there is concern about the effect of this project on 
RPV recreation facilities, specifically Eastview Park. We believe that the open space within the Ponte 
Vista community- the tot lots and recreation centers - coupled with the open space on the perimeter 
of Ponte Vista are more than adequate to meet the needs of Ponte Vista, as well as provide new 
recreation space for other Harbor-area residents. Additionally, the project will be making a sizable 
Quimby contribution. While we understand that Quimby funds are paid to the City of Los Angeles, in 
this instance, we are fully supportive of its use for the improvements at existing city parks within 
proximity to the .site. Coupled with the new open space Ponte Vista is providing, we are hopeful that 
the Quimby funds will further provide improvements to local Los Angeles city neighborhood parks that 
can benefit all Harbor area residents. Nonetheless, we understand your City's concerns; and we are 
open to further discussions and dialoguewith your staff on possible measures to further minimize 
impacts on RPV recreation facilities. 

In our conversations with your constituents, mostly from Rolling Hills Riviera, we understand that a top 
priority is Western Avenue streetscape and beautification. We could not agree more. From the very 
beginning of iStar's ownership in this project, they have committed to participation in the Western 
Avenue beautification. In fact, we are working directly with Councilman Joe Buscaino on our specific 
participation in whatever program is enacted between the two jurisdictions. However, I want to 
underscore Ponte Vista's support for and commitment to Western Avenue beautification. We intend 
that to be a significant part of our community benefit package and our contribution to helping to 
improve the overall neighborhood. 

Overall, the single most dramatic benefit to the community will be the removal of the existing blight on 

Western Avenue with a neighborhood that is in keeping with its suburban surroundings. That alone will 



immediately help RPV neighbors, who live across Western in the Rolling Hills Riviera. No doubt the 

existing site conditions have a negative impact on our neighbors. 

It is critical that we meet with RPV staff to discuss shared issues and find solutions that satisfy your 
concerns, as well as our project needs. We are committed to robust and ongoing discussions with your 
staff, and are ready to address the city's concerns and outstanding questions. To that end, we look 
forward to the August 15 meeting that has been scheduled between our team and your city staff. We 
hope that this is the first of whatever number of meetings it takes to find common ground to the 
remaining issues that the RPV has raised. 

As this is the first of hopefully many times that we will meet, I would respectfully ask that the Council 
not pass this motion and continue the item until we've at least had our first in-depth meeting with City 
staff on August 15. It is our intent to work vigorously and collaboratively to address the remaining 

issues tha.t·City staff believes have not been addressed adequately to date. 

Trying to work with city staff when the City has taken an official position against the project seems to be 
counter-productive and sets a tone that does not engender problem solving and collaboration. I would 
hope that RPV would want to join us in productive and constructive problem-solving to create a project 
that your city can join in supporting, along with many others who are on record as being supportive. 

I will reiterate the offer we've made to Kit Fox and to the Rolling Hills Riviera HOA, we are available to 
answer specific questions, address issues, including traffic or the Specific Plan. We can and will make 
our team available to arrange a presentation by our traffic engineer or land use team. We want 
productive dialogue and are seeking to work collaboratively with our stakeholder partners and 
neighbors in RPV. 

Again, thank you for your time and affording me the courtesy to speak this evening. 
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City of Rancho Palos Verdes 

UNffED STATES ENVl80NMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IX AUG 0 5 2013 
75 Hawthorne Street 

San Francisco, CA 94105·3901 City Manager's Office 

The Honorable Janice Hahn 
U.S. House of Representative~t" 

JUL 2 9 2013 

San Pedro District Office - Attention: Ms. Elise Swanson 
140 West, 6th Street 
San Pedro, CA 80731 

Dear Congresswoman Hahn: 

OFFICE OF THE 
REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR 

Thank you for your letter of July 10th regarding the status of EPA' s ongoing investigation of the 
Rancho LPG facility, in San Pedro, California, and the facility's compliance with the 
requirements under the Clean Air Act (CAA) Section 112(r). I am aware of your constituents' 
concerns regarding the safety ()f this facility and appreciate your continued interest in our 
enforcement efforts. As you know, EPA has an active investigation of the San Pedro Rancho 
LPG facility's compliance with the requirements tlllder'the Clean Air Act (CAA) Section 112(r). 

You requested that EPA meet with the facility before August to continue the review process 
following EPA's notification of a potential enforcement action and the facility's subsequent 
responses. In fact, EPA has already met with the facility to discuss the responses to EPA' s 
notification. This meeting wai; part ofEPA's ongoing enforcement review process. EPA intends 
to continue to move as expeditiously as possible to bring this matter to closure while ensuring a 
thorough examination of the facts of the case. Once the agency's deliberations are complete, a 
decision on next steps will be made. As soon as EPA can release any additional information on 
the resolution of this enforcement process, we will notify your office. 

We trust that this information will be helpful in responding to your constitu~nt' s concerns. If we 
can be of further assistance, please contact my Congressional Liaison, Brent Maier, at (415) 947 ... 
4256. 

Sincerely, 

Cc: Cotlllcilmember Joe BtAscaino, Los Angeles City Council 
Mayor Susan Brooks, City of Rancho Palos Verdes 
Honorable Henry Waxman, U.S. House of Representatives 

-

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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FRED UPTON, MICHIGAN 

CHAIRMAN 

ONE HUNDRED THIRTEENTH CONGRESS 

HENRY A. WAXMAN, CALIFORNIA 

RANKING MEMBER 

~ongrtss of tbe llnfttb ~tatts 
1!>ouse of ~eprestntatibts 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE 
2125 RAYBURN HousE OFFICE Bu1LDtNG 

WASHINGTON, DC 20515-6115 
Majority {202) 225-2927 
Minority !202} 225·-3641 

July 31, 2013 

The Honorable Janet Napolitano 
Secretary ofHomeland Security 
Washington, DC 20528 

Dear Madame Secretary: 

This week, explosions at a propane gas plant in Florida underscored the potential dangers 
to local communities from filcilities that store liquefied gas. The Florida plant was relatively 
small, but the incident there injured workers, some critically, and forced an evacuation of the 
surrounding community. 

In my district, there is a facility with much larger tanks that stores liquefied gas. My 
investigation indicates that the Department does not appear be taking the steps necessary to 
protect the public from the risks of explosions. In fact, the Department is reaching conclusions 
that conflict with those of EPA inspectors, creating confusion and potentially delaying safety 
measures. I am writing to call this facility to your attention and to urge the Department to take 
aII necessary steps to safeguard the local community. 

Earlier this year, community leaders brought to my attention the liquefied petroleum gas 
stomge facility owned by Rancho LPG Holdings LLC in San Pedro, California. Like the Blue 
Rhino facility that exploded in Florida, Rancho holds significant quantities of flammable gases, 
including propane. Unlike the Florida facility, the Rancho facility's holdings are stored in large 
tanks, posing a threat of a larger scale explosion than what was seen in Florida. 

The community leaders in Rancho Palos Verdes are concerned about the risks Rancho 
poses to its neighboring residents. They told me that unexplained flaring has occurred at the site 
without proper notification and that mitigation measures have not been perforn1ed at the site to 
prevent an accident or terrorist attack. ·They are concerned that the tanks are simply too close to 
homes and schools, given the possibility of a 1arge-scale explosion. 

On March 14, 2013, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) initiated an 
enforcement action against Rancho for violations oflegal requirements ofEPA's Risk 
Management Program. Rancho was cited for failure to share the facility's emergency response 
plan with first responders who would have a role in responding to a release at the facility, failure 
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to assess risks in its rail storage area~ and a failure to properly plan for seismic events. 
Essentially, EPA said that Rancho is not prepared for an earthquake or accident. 

When I learned of these facts, my staff contacted the Department of Homeland Security 
(DHS) to learn what the Department was doing to protect the community. Under the current 
system, federal oversight of a facility like Rancho is split between EPA, which is charged with 
protecting against chemical accidents, and DHS, which is charged with protecting against 
chemical releases that are caused by terrorist or criminal acts. 

What we learned from DHS was surprising. While EPA has taken action to protect the 
community from deficiencies in the Rancho facility's preparedness, DHS found no significant or 
disqualifying problems at Rancho. A11 official of the Department told my staff that the facility 
had just undergone a "successful CFATS inspection."1 No explanation was given as to how 
Rancho could be a danger to the community according to EPA but perfectly safe according to the 
Depa1tment of Homeland Security. 

Last week, my staff reviewed the records from that inspection, and they reveal serious 
inadequacies in the DHS inspection at the facility. Most of the information DHS relied upon was 
self;..reported by the facility. And when the inspectors went to the facility to conduct the 
inspections, their verification efforts were minimal. 

For example, the DHS inspector "verified" that the facility's emergency response plan 
had been communicated to local emergency responders based on an interview with a senior 
representative of the company's management who did not work at the facility, whereas EPA 
found by checking with em,ployees and local emergency responders that the facility's emergency 
response plan was not on file. 

Similarly, the DHS inspector ''verified" that employees had been trained on their roles 
and responsibilities in emergency situations by reviewing training records and intervie'Aiing the 
same senior manager, but EPA discovered by checking with the employees that they did not 
know what their roles and responsibilities are for emergency response. 

As I hope you can understand, the DHS actions have the potential to create considerable 
confusion for the community. EPA says Rancho is not prepared for an accident; DHS says the 
company is prepared for an intentional attack. The EPA inspection appears thorough; the DHS 
inspection seems cursory. The EPA findings are alarming; the DHS conclusions are reassuring. 

I believe the root cause of the problem may be deficiencies in the Chemical Facility Anti~ 
Terrorism Standards (CFATS) program administered by DHS. The CFATS program has a long 

1 Oral communication between DHS staff and Energy and Commerce Committee staff 
(Mar. 21, 2013). 
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record of ineffectiveness. As Rep. Bennie Thompson, the Ranking Member of the Committee on 
Homeland Security, and I wrote President Obama earlier this year, CFATS appears to be a 
"failing" program that has shown a '"distressing lack of progress in securing these facilities since 
the program was established nearly six years ago."2 Now, this example suggests that the 
benchmarks for progress through the CF ATS program are not reliable indicators of a facility's 
security. It is troubling to think that we might never have become aware of the deficiencies in 
the CFATS inspection if not for EPA's work .. Significant changes to the CFATS program appear 
warranted. 

I urge you to review the Department's actions at Rancho and the larger CF ATS progran1. 
I hope you will then take whatever steps are necessary to ensure public safety. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~lW+--
Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Member 

2 Letter from Rep. Henry A. Waxman, Energy and Commerce Committee Ranking 
Member, and Rep. Bennie Thompson, Homeland Security Committee Ranking Member, to 
President Barack Obama (May 2, 2013) (online at 
http://democrats.energycommerce.house.gov/index.php'?q=news/ranking-members-waxman-and
thompson-urge-president-to-establish-blue-ribbon-commission-on-chemi). 
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STATE CAPITOL. ROOM 4061 
SACRAMENTO. CA 95814 

TEL {916~ 65 l ~4028 
FAX t916) 323·6056 

Ol~.fft.llC'T' ClFF'IC:t~ 

2512 ARTESIA BLVD .. SUITE 320 
REDONDO BEACH, CA 90278 

TEL (31 Ol 3 J 8 .. 6994 
FAX (31 Ol 3 I 8·6733 

WWW.SEN.CA.GOViLJEU 
$ENATOJ.<.LIEU@SE:NATE.CA.(;ov 

July 31, 2013 

Chief Tonya Hoover 
State Fire Marshal 
PO Box 944246 

<1.Ialifnr1tia ~tate ~euate 
SENATOR 

TED W. LIEU 
TWENTY·EJGHTH SENATE DISTRICT 

Sacramento, CA 94244-2460 

Via fax and mail 

Dear Chief Hoover: 

CHAIR 

BUSINESS, PROFESSIONS AND 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

MEMEigR 

AGRICULTURE 

GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION 

INSURANCE 

VETERANS AFFAIRS 

I represent the zgth Senate District, which includes San Pedro and Rancho Palos Verdes. There 
have been longstanding concerns raised by constituents and government officials regarding the 
safety of a liquid bulk storage facility located at 2110 North Gaffey Street in San Pedro. Owned 
and operated by Rancho LPG Holdings, LLC., this facility stores more than 25 million gallons of 
hazardous material, including butane in two large 40-year-old tanks and propane in other tanks. 
The tanks are located across a street from homes, businesses, and schools. The recent explosions 
at the Blue Rhino propane plant in Tavares, Florida on July z9th show the potentially catastrophic 
dangers of large butane and propane tanks. Such tanks should not be located near densely 
populated areas. 

In light of the recent propane explosions in Florida-and past explosions in Kansas, Texas, and 
other places-I am writing to respectfully request that the Office of the State Fire Marshal 
conduct an investigation and risk analysis of the Rancho LPG facility. After the R.ru1cho LPG 
facility was permitted, a Los Angeles Times article stated at the time that an adequate safety and 
risk analysis was not conducted. I am also informed the amount of explosive propane at this 
facility is 50 times more than the Blue Rhino facility in Tavares, Florida. lam also informed that 
butane is as hazardous, if not more hazardous, than propane. Some of the issues I would like 
yow office to investigate include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1. Should massive butane and propane tanks be located near homes, businesses, and 
schools? If not, how far away from densely populated areas should such a facility be 
located? · 

2. If the butane or propane tanks at Rancho LPG exploded, what is the worst case 
scenario? 
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3. What level earthquake could the Rancho LPG facility withstand without an explosion or 
other major catastrophe? What happens if an earthquake beyond the level of which 
Rancho LPG could withstand were to occur? 

4. How susceptible is Rancho LPG to a terrorist attack? 
5. What happens if the butane or propane tanks start leaking? 
6. What type of insurance, and in what amount, does Rancho LPG carry, if any? 
7. What recommendations, if any, are there that could make the facility safer? 
8. Would relocating the facility to a further away location prevent loss of life or property 

should explosions or other catastrophic events occur at the Rancho LPG facility? 

As you know, butane and propane accidents have occurred in other locations and have resulted in 
deaths, injuries, and significant property damage. Last October, a propane company in Kansas 
relocated.its facility after a deadly explosion killed a worker and destroyed homes. In 1987, a 
butane explosion at a chemical plant in Texas killed three people and blew out windows in 
buildings six miles away. Butane and propane explosions have also occurred around the world, 
causing deaths and property damage. 

Rancho LPG has already committed a series of environmental violations. The federal 
Environmental Protection Agency is handling those issues. I am requesting your office to 
address the safety, risk, and fire issues involved with having massive butane and propane tanks 
located near densely populated areas in San Pedro and Rancho Palos Verdes. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. I am also happy to meet with you to 
discuss this issue. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (310) 
318-6994. 

Sincerely, 

TEDW.LIEU 
Senator, 28th District 

cc: 
Rancho LPG Holdings, LLC. 
Congresswoman Janice Hahn 
Congressman Henry A. Waxman 
Assemblywoman Bonnie Lowenthal 
Los Angeles County Supervisor Don Knabe 
Los Angeles City Councilman Joe Buscaino 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release August 1, 2013 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 

IMPROVING CHEMICAL FACILITY SAFETY AND SECURITY 

By the authority vested in me as President by the 
Constitution and the laws of the United States of America, it 
is hereby ordered as follows: 

Section 1. Purpose. Chemicals, and the facilities where 
they are manufactured, stored, distributed, and used, are 
essential to today's economy. Past and recent tragedies have 
reminded us, however, that the handling and storage of chemicals 
are not without risk. The Federal Government has developed and 
implemented numerous programs aimed at reducing the safety 
risks and security risks associated with hazardous chemicals. 
However, additional measures can be taken by executive 
departments and agencies (agencies) with regulatory authority 
to further improve chemical facility safety and security in 
coordination with owners and operators. 

Sec. 2. Establishment of the Chemical Facility Safety and 
Security Working Group. (a) There is established a Chemical 
Facility Safety and Security Working Group (Working Group) 
co-chaired by the Secretary of Homeland Security, the 
Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and 
the Secretary of Labor or their designated representatives at 
the Assistant Secretary level or higher. In addition, the 
Working Group shall consist of the head of each of the following 
agencies or their designated representatives at the Assistant 
Secretary level or higher: 

(i) the Department of Justice; 

(ii) the Department of Agriculture; and 

(iii) the Department of Transportation. 

(b) In carrying out its responsibilities under this order, 
the Working Group shall consult with representatives from: 

(i) the Council on Environmental Quality; 

(ii) the National Security Staff; 

(iii) the Domestic Policy Council; 

(iv) the Office of Science and Technology Policy; 

(v) the Office of Management and Budget (OMB); 

(vi) the White House Office of Cabinet Affairs; and 
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(vii) such other agencies and offices as the 
President may designate. 

(c) The Working Group shall meet no less than quarterly to 
discuss the status of efforts to implement this order. The 
Working Group is encouraged to invite other affected agencies, 
such as the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, to attend these 
meetings as appropriate. Additionally, the Working Group shall 
provide, within 270 days of the date of this order, a status 
report to the president through the Chair of the Council on 
Environmental Quality and the Assistant to the President for 
Homeland Security and Counterterrorism. 

Sec. 3. Improving Operational Coordination with State, 
Local, and Tribal Partners. (a) Within 135 days of the date 
of this order, the Working Group shall develop a plan to support 
and further enable efforts by State regulators, State, local, 
and tribai emergency responders, chemical facility owners and 
operators, and local and tribal communities to work together to 
improve chemical facility safety and security. In developing 
this plan, the Working Group shall: 

(i) identify ways to improve coordination among the 
Federal Government, first responders, and State, 
local, and tribal entities; 

(ii) take into account the capabilities, 
limitations, and needs of the first responder 
community; 

(iii) identify ways to ensure that State homeland 
security advisors, State Emergency Response 
Commissions (SERCs) , Tribal Emergency Response 
Commissions (TERCs) , Local Emergency Planning 
Committees (LEPCs), Tribal Emergency Planning 
Committees (TEPCs), State regulators, and first 
responders have ready access to key information in a 
useable format, including by thoroughly reviewing 
categories of chemicals for which information is 
provided to first responders and the manner in which 
it is made available, so as to prevent, prepare for, 
and respond to chemical incidents; 

(iv) identify areas, in collaboration with State, 
local, and tribal governments and private sector 
partners, where joint collaborative programs can be 
developed or enhanced, including by better integrating 
existing authorities, jurisdictional responsibilities, 
and regulatory programs in order to achieve a more 
comprehensive engagement on chemical risk management; 

(v) identify opportunities and mechanisms to 
improve response procedures and to enhance information 
sharing and collaborative planning between chemical 
facility owners and operators, TEPCs, LEPCs, and first 
responders; 
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(vi) working with the National Response Team (NRT) 
and Regional Response Teams (RRTs), identify means for 
Federal technical assistance to support developing, 
implementing, exercising, and revising State, local, 
and tribal emergency contingency plans, including 
improved training; and 

(vii) examine opportunities to improve public access 
to information about chemical facility risks 
consistent with national security needs and 
appropriate protection of confidential business 
information. 

(b) Within 90 days of the date of this order, the Attorney 
General, through the head of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, 
Firearms and Explosives (ATF), shall assess the feasibility of 
sharing data related to the storage of explosive materials with 

.SERCs, TEPCs, and LEPCs. 

(c) Within 90 days of the date of this order, the 
Secretary of Homeland Security shall assess the feasibility of 
sharing Chemical Facility Anti-Terrorism Standards (CFATS) data 
with SERCs, TEPCs, and LEPCs on a categorical basis. 

Sec. 4. Enhanced Federal Coordination. In·order to 
enhance Federal coordination regarding chemical facility safety 
and security: 

(a) Within 45 days of the date of this order, the Working 
Group shall deploy a pilot program, involving the EPA, 
Department of Labor, Department of Homeland Security, and any 
other appropriate agency, to validate best practices and to test 
innovative methods for Federal interagency collaboration 
regarding chemical facility safety and security. The pilot 
program shall operate in at least one region and shall integrate 
regional Federal, State, local, and tribal assets, where 
appropriate. The pilot program shall include innovative and 
effective methods of collecting, storing, and using facility 
information, stakeholder outreach, inspection planning, and, as 
appropriate, joint inspection efforts. The Working Group 
shall take into account the results of the pilot program in 
developing integrated standard operating procedures pursuant 
to subsection (b) of this section. 

(b) Within 270 days of the date of this order, the 
Working Group shall create comprehensive and integrated 
standard operating procedures for a unified Federal approach 
for identifying and responding to risks in chemical facilities 
(including during pre-inspection, inspection execution, 
post-inspection, and post-accident investigation activities), 
incident reporting and response procedures, enforcement, and 
collection, storage, and use of facility information. This 
effort shall reflect best practices and shall include agency-to
agency referrals and joint inspection procedures where possible 
and appropriate, as well as consultation with the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency on post-accident response 
activities. 
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(c) Within 90 days of the date of this order, the Working 
Group shall consult with the Chemical Safety Board (CSB) and 
determine what, if any, changes are required to existing 
memorandums of understanding (MOUs) and processes between EPA 
and CSB, ATF and CSB, and the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration and CSB for timely and full disclosure of 
information. To the extent appropriate, the Working Group may 
develop a single model MOU with CSB in lieu of existing 
agreements. 

Sec. ~- Enhanced Information Collection and Sharing. In 
order to enhance information collection by and sharing across 
agencies to support more informed decisionmaking, streamline 
reporting requirements, and reduce duplicative efforts: 

(a) Within 90 days of the date of this order, the Working 
Group shall develop an analysis, including recommendations, on 
the potential to improve information collection by and sharing 
between agencies to help identify chemical facilities which may 
not have provided all required information or may be non
compliant with Federal requirements to ensure chemical facility 
safety. This analysis should consi'de:r' ongoing data-sharing 
efforts, other federally collected information, and chemical 
facility reporting among agencies (including information shared 
with State, local, and tribal governments) . 

(b) Within 180 days of the date of this order, the Working 
Group shall produce a proposal for a coordinated, flexible data
sharing process which can be utilized to track data submitted to 
agencies for federally regulated chemical facilities, including 
locations, chemicals, regulated entities, previous infractions, 
and other relevant information. The proposal shall allow for 
the sharing of information with and by State, local, and tribal 
entities where possible, consistent with section 3 of this 
order, and shall address computer-based and non-computer-based 
means for improving the process in the short-term, if they 
exist. 

(c) Within 180 days of the date of this order, the Working 
Group shall identify and recommend possible changes to 
streamline and otherwise improve data collection to meet the 
needs of the public and Federal, State, local, and tribal 
agencies (including those charged with protecting workers and 
the public), consistent with the Paperwork Reduction Act and 
other relevant authorities, including opportunities to lessen 
the reporting burden on regulated industries. To the extent 
feasible, efforts shall minimize the duplicative collection of 
information while ensuring that pertinent information is shared 
with all key entities. 

Sec. 6. Policy, Regulation, and Standards Modernization. 
(a) In order to enhance safety and security in chemical 
facilities by modernizing key policies, regulations, and 
standards, the Working Group shall: 

(i) within 90 days of the date of this order, 
develop options for improved chemical facility safety 
and security that identifies improvements to existing 
risk management practices through agency programs, 
private sector initiatives, Government guidance, 
outreach, standards, and regulations; 



5 

(ii) within 90 days of developing the options 
described in subsection (a) (i) of this section, engage 
key stakeholders to discuss the options and other 
means to improve chemical risk management that may be 
available; and 

(iii) within 90 days of completing the outreach and 
consultation effort described in subsection (a) (ii) of 
this section, develop a plan for implementing 
practical and effective improvements to chemical risk 
management identified pursuant to subsections (a) (i) 
and (ii) of this section. 

(b) Within 90 days of the date of this order, the 
Secretary of Homeland Security, the Secretary of Labor, and the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall develop a list of potential 
regulatory and legislative proposals to improve the safe and 

. secure storage, handling, and sale of ammonium nitrate and 
identify ways in which ammonium nitrate safety and security can 
be enhanced under existing authorities. 

(c) Within 90 days of the date of this order, the 
Administrator of EPA and the Secretary of Labor shall review the 
chemical hazards covered by the Risk Management Program (RMP) 
and the Process Safety Management Standard (PSM) and determine 
if the RMP or PSM can and should be expanded to address 
additional regulated substances and types of hazards. In 
addition, the EPA and the Department of Labor shall develop a 
plan, including a timeline and resource requirements, to expand, 
implement, and enforce the RMP and PSM in a manner that 
addresses the additional regulated substances and types of 
hazards. 

(d) Within 90 days of the date of this order, the 
Secretary of Homeland Security shall identify a list of 
chemicals, including poisons and reactive substances, that 
should be considered for addition to the CFATS Chemicals of 
Interest list. 

(e) Within 90 days of the date of this order, the 
Secretary of Labor shall: 

(i) identify any changes that need to be made in the 
retail and commercial grade exemptions in the PSM 
Standard; and 

(ii) issue a Request for Information designed to 
identify issues related to modernization of the PSM 
Standard and related standards necessary to meet the 
goal of preventing major chemical accidents. 

Sec. 7. Identification of Best Practices. The Working 
Group shall convene stakeholders, including chemical producers, 
chemical storage companies, agricultural supply companies, State 
and local regulators, chemical critical infrastructure owners 
and operators, first responders, labor organizations 
representing affected workers, environmental and community 
groups, and consensus standards organizations, in order to 
identify and share successes to date and best practices to 
reduce safety risks and security risks in the production and 
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storage of potentially harmful chemicals, including through the 
use of safer alternatives, adoption of best practices, and 
potential public-private partnerships. 

Sec. 8. General Provisions. (a) This order shall be 
implemented consistent with applicable law, including 
international trade obligations, and subject to the availability 
of appropriations. 

(b) Nothing in this order shall be construed to impair or 
otherwise affect: 

(i) the authority granted by law to a department, 
agency, or the head thereof; or 

(ii) the functions of the Director of OMB relating to 
budgetary, administrative, or legislative proposals. 

(c) This order is not intended to, and does not, create 
any right or benefit, substantive or procedural, enforceable at 
law or in equity by any party against the United States, its 
departments, agencies, or entities, its officers, employees, or 
agents, or any other person. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
August 1, 2013. 

BARACK OBAMA 

# # # 


